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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The information disclosure statement filed 23 January 2004 fails to comply with 37 CFR 
1.98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent document; each non-patent 
literature publication or that portion which caused it to be Usted; and all other information or that 
portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the application file, but the information 
referred to therein has not been considered. 

2. The following document was not included in the file: Red Brick Systems, Inc., Star 
Schema Processing for complex Queries, White Paper, pages 1-21. 

Drawings 

3. Figure 1 should be designated by a legend such as —Prior Art— because only that which is 
old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in con5)liance with 37 CFR 

1 . 121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The 
replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 
1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted 
by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United Stales before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
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international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the efiects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-4, 1 1-16, 22-24, 28-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Craig et al. (6,757,708). 

6. For claim 1, Craig teaches a web page delivery system (abstract) for dynamically 
generating a web page comprising cacheable content (col. 1, line 1 - col. 5, line 45), said 
delivery system comprising: 

a. An origin site infrastructure (Fig. 2, #47) comprising 

i. An application server (Fig. 2, #47) operative to receive a web page request 
from a user (Fig. 5, #500), to generate a web page template corresponding to a 
layout of the web page (Fig. 3B, #355), and to forward the template for creation 
of the web page (Fig. 4, #420), and 

ii. A back-end monitor operative to insert a key into the template, (col. 9, 
lines 25-35) the key identifying a cacheable content fragment (col. 8, hne 60 - 

col. 9, hne 5)i and 

b. A dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 2, #46) operative to receive the template (col. 8, line 
35 - col. 9, line 40) from said application server (col. 11, lines 35-50), to create the web 
page as instructed in the template by inserting the cacheable content fragment identified 
by the key (Fig. 3B, #360 and #361), and to deHver the web page to the user (Fig. 3B, 

#3 10b). 

7. For claims 2, 33, Craig teaches that said back end monitor is further operative to 
determine whether the web page comprises the cacheable content fragment Fig. 5, #510), and 
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wherein said back end monitor inserts the key into the ten^late in response to a determination 
that the web page comprises the cacheable content fragment (Fig. 4, #425), 

8. For claims 3, 16, said back end monitor is further operative to determine whether the 
cacheable content fragment is stored in said dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 5, #520), and wherein 
said back end monitor inserts the key into the template in response to a determination that the 
cacheable content fragment is stored in said dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 4, #435 and #475). 

9. For claims 4, 23, Craig teaches that said back end monitor is further operative to 
determine whether the cacheable content fragment is stored in said dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 5, 
#520), wherein said back end monitor generates the cacheable content fragment and inserts the 
cacheable content fragment into the template in response to a determination that the cacheable 
content fragment is not stored in said dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 9, #900), and wherein said 
dynamic proxy cache stores the cacheable content fragment after receiving the template from 
said application server (Fig. 9, #905), 

10. Claims 1 1, 28-32, 34 are drawn to the limitations in claim 1. Craig teaches the added 
limitations of executing a script in response to the web page request (Fig, 9, #920), the script 
comprising a code block conesponding to a content fragment of the web page (col. 8, hnes 35- 
45), and detemiining whether the content fragment is cacheable (Fig. 5, #530; Fig. 9, #910). 
Therefore, since claim 1 is rejected, claim 1 1 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

11. For claim 12, Craig teaches that said deciding step comprises determining whether the 
code block comprises a tag indicating that the content fragment is cacheable (col. 13, lines 20- 
50). 
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12. For claim 13, Craig teaches that the code block comprises a tag indicating cache 
characteristics of the content fragment, and said determining step comprises reading the tag to 
determine the cache characteristics of the content fragment (col. 16, lines 40-50). 

13. For claim 14, Craig teaches executing the code block to generate the content element in 
response to a determination that the content fragment is non-cacheable, and inserting the non- 
cacheable content element into the template (col. 17, lines 5-10), 

14. For claim 1 5, Craig teaches inserting a command into the template in response to a 
determination that the content fragment is cacheable (col. 16, lines 45-65), the command 
instructing the dynamic proxy cache to retrieve the cacheable content fragment (col 16, lines 1- 
25). 

15. For claim 22, Craig teaches storing the cacheable content fragment in architecture of a 
website (Fig. 2). 

16. For claim 24, Craig teaches inserting a command into the template, the command 
instructing the dynamic proxy cache to perform said storing step (col. 9, lines 20-40). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

17. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this liiJc, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such thai Uie subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which ilie invention was made. 

18. Claims 5-9, 1 7, 1 8, 20, 25-27, 35, 39, 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Q aig as applied to claims 1, 1 1, 23 above, and further in view of Matsumoto 
et al. (6,757,726). 



Application/Control Number: 10/067,432 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2145 

19. For claims 5, 25, Craig teaches the ability to update cacheable content fragments (Fig. 6; 
col. 14, lines 40-65) and the potential use of a lookup table (col. 12, lines 44-50), but does not 
expressly disclose that said back end monitor is further operative to maintain a cache directory 
comprising information that the cacheable content fragment is stored in said dynamic proxy 
cache. Matsumoto teaches a method (abstract) of proxy cache management (col. 1, line 1 - col. 
5, line 16) in whicli an administering unit (back end) maintains a table (directory) to be 
administered (col. 7, lines 15-25) and that comprises said information (Figs. 7-1 1). At the time 
the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added a Matsumoto cache 
directory to Craig in order to increase the efficiency of the cache system (col. 2, lines 45-50), 
particularly by detemiining the most efficient areas to store a bean and copies thereof (col. 2, hne 
65 - col. 3, line 5; col 3, lines 20-25). 

20. For claims 6, 1 7, 26, Craig teaches that said back end monitor is fixrther operative to 
update the cache directory if the cacheable content fragment becomes invalid (Fig. 6, #600; 
serialVersionUlD used to detennine if an updated conponent is available). 

21 . For claims 7, 1 8, 20, 27, Craig teaches that said back end monitor is further operative to 
send a message to said dynamic proxy cache to remove the invalid cacheable content fragment 
(Fig. 6, #625). 

22. For claim 8, Craig teaches multiple caches and storage areas (Fig. 4), but does not 
expressly disclose a plurality of dynamic proxy caches, wherein said back end monitor is further 
operative to determine whether the cacheable content fragment is stored in a specific one of said 
plurality of dynamic proxy caches. Matsumoto teaches the plurality of caches (Fig. 4), wherein a 
determination of cache location is made (col. 7, line 60 - col. 8, line 10). At the time the 
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invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added Matsumoto fragment 
storage tracking to Craig in order to allow fewer stored fragments (col 2, lines 65-67). 

23. For claims 9, 39, Craig does not expressly disclose that said back end monitor is further 
operative to maintain a cache directory conq)rising information indicating whether the cacheable 
content fragment is stored in a specific one of said plurality of dynamic proxy caches. 
Matsumoto teaches tliis limitation (col. 8, lines 35-50). At the time the invention was made, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have added Matsumoto fragment storage tracking to Craig in 
order to allow fewer stored fragments (col. 2, lines 65-67). 

24. For claim 35, Craig does not expressly disclose determining whether a content fragment's 
fragment ID corresponding to the cacheable content fragment exists in a cache directory 
maintained at a web site, the cache directory comprising information indicating whether the 
content fragment is stored in a dynamic proxy cache, assigning a key to the content element in 
response to a determination that the fragment ID does not exist in the cache directory, and 
inserting the key into the cache directory. Matsumoto teaches this process (col. 12, lines 5-35). 
At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added Matsumoto 
fragment storage tracking to Craig in order to allow fewer stored fragments (col. 2, lines 65-67). 

25. Claim 43 is di awn to the limitations in claim 11. Therefore, since claim 1 1 is rejected, 
claim 43 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

26. Claims 1 0, 1 9, 21 , 36-38, 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Craig and Matsumoto as applied to claims 9, 1 1, 35, 39 above, and further in 
view of Matt is et al. (6,128,627), 
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27. For claims 10, 19, 40, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that the 
information comprises a bit vector associated with the cacheable content fragment. Mattis 
teaches a method (abstract) of managing proxy caches (col. 1 , line 1 - col 6, line 60) using 
associations with bit vectors (col 8, line 50 - col 14, line 5; esp. col 10, lines 13-23 and col 11, 
lines 40-50). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
used bit vectors in Craig and Matsumoto in order to develop space-efficient keys (col 10, hues 
21-22). 

28. For claim 2 1 , Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that said updating step 
comprises clearing the bit of the bit vector. Mattis teaches this limitation (col 31, line 15 - col 
32, line 18). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used 
bit vectors in Craig and Matsumoto in order to develop space-efficient keys (col 10, lines 21- 
22). 

29. For claim 36, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that, in said assigning step, 
the key is assigned by taking the next available key from a list of keys. Mattis teaches this 
limitation (Fig 3 A). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have used bit vectors in Craig and Matsumoto in order to develop space-efficient keys (col. 10, 
lines 21-22). 

30. For claim 37, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that updating the cache 
directory when tlie content fragment becomes invalid by releasing the key assigned to the content 
fragment and inserting the key back into the list of keys. Mattis teaches this limitation (col. 23, 
line 55 - col. 24, line 20). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art 
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would have used bit vectors in Craig and Matsumoto in order to develop space-efficient keys 
(col. 10, lines 21-22). 

3 1 . For claim 38, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that the key conprises an 
integer, and wherein the Hst of keys comprises a free list of unused integers. Mattis teaches this 
limitation (col. 1 0, lines 25-35). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have used bit vectors in Craig and Matsumoto in order to develop space-efficient keys 
(col. 10, hnes 21-22). 

32. Claim 4 1 is drawn to the limitations in claim 7. Therefore, since claim 7 is rejected, 
claim 41 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

33. Claim 42 is drawn to the limitations in claim 21 . Therefore, since claim 21 is rejected, 
claim 42 is also rejected foi' the reasons above. 

Conclusion 

34. The prior ait made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. They regard further teachings on management of proxy caches and on dynamic page 
building using templates. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H. Pollack whose telephone number is (571) 272-3887. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571) 272-3933. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/067,432 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2145 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Pubhc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
apphcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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